To increase knowledge and skills in program evaluation, a peer-coaching intervention provided one-on-one professional development to gifted program administrators. This randomized field study examined the effects of peer coaching on evaluation knowledge and skills and on administrators' concerns about implementing more rigorous program evaluations. In addition, the peer-coaching intervention focused on increased access to program services for culturally diverse and lowincome gifted learners. Results revealed a statistically significant increase in gifted administrators' knowledge of and skills in program evaluation attributed to the peer-coaching intervention. Peer-coached program administrators were less distracted and more focused on implementing program evaluation and reported decreased concerns about implementing them. Peer coaching did not increase placements for culturally diverse and low-income learners in program services; however, peer coaching positively affected referral rate for traditionally underrepresented groups.
Although evaluation offers many benefits to gifted program administrators, facilitating change in evaluation practices is frequently hampered by insufficient training (Callahan, Tomlinson, Hunsaker, Bland, & Moon, 1995) , a lack of release time for planning and carrying out program evaluations (Moon, 1996) , and a failure to devote sufficient resources to evaluation efforts (VanTassel-Baska, 2004) . When program evaluations have been undertaken, results were infrequently used to drive program decision making (Tomlinson, Bland, & Moon, 1993; Tomlinson, Bland, Moon, & Callahan, 1994) . Program administrators reported the demographic makeup of their gifted programs, but they did not act on the information to improve access for traditionally underrepresented gifted learners (Robinson, Cotabish, Wood, & O'Tuel, 2005) . Although many gifted program administrators used the 1998 National Association for Gifted Children (NAGC) Pre-K-Grade 12 Gifted Program Standards to assess, evaluate, and improve local plans and programs, issues with their consistent application have been reported (Matthews & Shaunessey, 2010) . Finally, program administrators may not disseminate program evaluation findings to stakeholders nor incorporate their concerns in program improvement plans (Hunsaker & Callahan, 1993; Tomlinson et al., 1994) .
With little attention focused on the evaluation of gifted programs (VanTassel-Baska, 2006) , and half of all states reporting no program accountability procedures in place for gifted and talented students (Council of State Directors of Programs for the Gifted, 1998 Gifted, , 2011 , the Arkansas Evaluation Initiative in Gifted Education (AEI) was developed to build statewide capacity in conducting local program evaluations. The AEI project focused on professional development designed to increase the evaluation knowledge and skills of gifted program administrators. Peer coaching was one professional development strategy implemented in the AEI project and is the focus of the embedded study reported in this article.
Theoretical Background
Previous research indicated educators who participated in more intensive, sustained professional development, such as peer coaching, "practiced new skills and strategies more frequently and applied them more appropriately than did their counterparts who worked alone to expand their repertories" (Showers & Joyce, 1996, p. 14) . Robbins (1991) defined peer coaching as "a confidential process through which two or more professional colleagues work together to reflect on current practices; expand, refine, and build new skills; share ideas; teach one another; conduct classroom research; or solve problems in the workplace" (p. 1).
According to Tschannen-Moran and Tschannen-Moran (2010) , peer coaching has become a key component of professional development leading to transformative changes in the educational environment. C. A. Little and Paul (2011) recommended that educators be allotted time to discuss, reflect on, and plan for professional development, and they elaborated on the importance of sustainability supports such as peer or mentor coaching. Peer coaching can improve the likelihood of implementation of new skills by having participants collaborate on new methods (Gottesman, 2000; P. F. B. Little, 2005) , provide participants "with more confidence with working with a diverse population" (Keefe, Moore, & Duff, 2004, p. 37) , and promote positive working relationships. Participating in peer-coaching activities can build an infrastructure that supports performance, learning, and development (Sekerka & Chao, 2003) . Finally, peer coaching needs to be teacher centered and focused on the strengths and goals of the individual teacher (TschannenMoran & Tschannen-Moran, 2011) .
In a summary of findings from their previous research, early proponents of peer coaching Showers and Joyce (1996) reported that participants demonstrated greater retention rates and implemented models more appropriately than their counterparts who were not coached. In a meta-analysis of studies that examined the outcomes of professional development, peer coaching proved to be more powerful in linking training to practice than all other training components (Showers, Joyce, & Bennett, 1987) . It is this pedagogical foundation that guided the selection of peer coaching as the model for intensive professional development in this study.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study is to assess the effects of peer coaching on the evaluation and identification knowledge, skills, and concerns of gifted program administrators. For the purposes of this investigation, peer coaching is defined as the collaboration between a coach (the first author) and a gifted and talented program administrator. The following research questions guide the study: 
Research

Method Participants
Participants in the study were gifted and talented program administrators. The AEI sample initially included 200 gifted and talented administrators of local programs randomly selected to represent 80% of the districts in a southwestern state. The sample was stratified into small, midsized, and large districts. Within size, the district administrators were randomly assigned to condition experimental group (n = 100) or control group (n = 100). Attrition resulted in 99 experimental participants receiving professional development through two evaluation institutes over the course of the first year of the intervention. From the 99 subjects who participated in the two institutes, 30 gifted program administrators were randomly selected to participate in peer coaching. These 30 participants served as the experimental group for the peer-coaching study; the remaining 69 AEI participants served as the control group. The peer-coached cohort included 2 Black females, 26 White females, and 2 White males; teaching experience ranged from 2 to 28 years. The remaining cohort included 4 Black females, 62 White females, and 3 White males, with teaching experience ranging from 1 to 32 years. Thus, in terms of gender, ethnicity, and years of experience, the two groups of gifted program administrators were similar. Information about the overall randomized design of the AEI intervention was reported previously (Robinson, Cotabish, Wood, & Biggers, 2009; Robinson, Cotabish, Wood, Pearson, & O'Tuel, 2006; Robinson et al., 2005) .
Treatment
The experimental and control groups received baseline professional development through two 1-day institutes focused on program evaluation. After the completion of the institutes, the experimental group received additional and intensive professional development through one-on-one peer coaching provided by the first author. The control group received no additional professional development services. Thus, this study sought to compare minimal professional development (the institutes) with intensive professional development (institutes plus peer coaching).
Peer coaching based on program standards. The peer coach and each program administrator collaboratively assessed the extent to which districts aligned with the 1998 NAGC Pre-K-Grade 12 Gifted Program Standards (hereafter called the NAGC Standards; Landrum, Callahan, & Shaklee, 2001 ).
Program administrators rated themselves with respect to the minimum (i.e., satisfactory) and exemplary criteria outlined in the standards. Subsequently, the peer coach and the program administrator discussed the ratings, shared perspectives, and reached a consensus view of the program. Their consensus assessment set the stage for goal setting. The Outcome: Planning Monitoring Evaluating (O:PME) instrument was used to establish goals (Stoiber & Kratochwill, 2002) . The peer coach and the program administrator decided which NAGC Standards were most reasonable for the program administrator to target; these targets ultimately became goals. Progress toward the identified goals was monitored throughout the peercoaching year using the O:PME process.
To meet collaboratively established goals, the peer coach offered a variety of services tailored to the specific needs of each administrator. For example, if a district did not have identification, nomination, and/or consent forms available in Spanish (NAGC criterion: Student Identification; 1.2 E) and this lack of translated material potentially contributed to the underidentification of these students, the peer coach and program administrator collaboratively targeted this goal by asking the world language teacher or ESL (English as second language) coordinator to transcribe existing English forms into the second language. In some cases, new screening instruments were added to assist in the identification of ESL students and other culturally diverse groups. To support the Student Identification criterion, peer-coached participants were given information that included current research and best practices regarding strategies to recruit and retain culturally diverse and low-income learners in gifted programs and services. In another example, the peer coach assisted gifted program administrators with developing and implementing professional development activities for general education personnel, a focus of the Professional Development criterion of the NAGC Standards (1.0 E). Professional development topics addressed recruitment, identification, and retention of diverse populations, and differentiation of instruction in the regular classroom. At the conclusion of the study, peer-coached program administrators were expected to transfer their new knowledge about the NAGC Standards to their annual gifted program reports submitted to the Arkansas Department of Education.
To describe the intervention in detail, the appendix summarizes the types of peer-coaching services and the number of districts that received them. The number of activities carried out and the types of information given to peer-coached participants reflected the most pressing needs of the administrators' gifted programs and services. All participants demonstrated a need for acquiring information about recruiting and retaining culturally diverse and low-income learners in gifted programs. Moreover, 22 of the 30 peer-coached participants requested presentation materials to be used with district staff members to increase awareness of issues related to gifted and talented education. Nineteen participants were assisted in creating or revising the gifted program handbook for their district.
Overall, the range of services fell into nine general areas: (a) acceleration, (b) identification, (c) assessment, (d) best practices background material, (e) documentation resources, (f) professional development resources, (g) evaluation resources, (h) curriculum and instruction, and (i) other. In addition to these services, the peer coach distributed scholarly articles and resources relevant to individual districts to gifted program administrators on a monthly basis through post and e-mail.
Instrumentation
To address Research Question 1, three assessments were used to investigate administrators' knowledge and skills: (a) content assessments, (b) the AEI Program Evaluation Report Rubric, and (c) consensus ratings on the NAGC Standards. To address Research Question 2, reports of student participation in gifted programs and services by ethnicity and income level were collected from annual reports to the Arkansas Department of Education. To address Research Question 3, the Change Facilitator Stages of Concern Questionnaire (CFSoCQ) assessment was used to investigate administrators' concerns about implementing program evaluations.
Content assessments. Content assessments were constructed for the content provided in the institutes. Specifically, the questions on the content assessments evaluated practitioners' ability to (a) define evaluation, (b) describe their program, (c) develop goals and outcomes for their programs, (d) focus on program areas for improvement, (e) formulate components of evaluation questions, (f) articulate essential components of a focus group, (g) identify the appropriate methods for conducting a focus group, (h) link evaluation questions to the NAGC Standards, and (i) determine the extent to which their own program addressed NAGC Standards (Robinson et al., 2006) . To assess the effect of peer coaching on program administrators' evaluation content knowledge, the experimental and control groups were administered the content assessments before and after the peer-coaching intervention. Information identifying the respondents was removed from the content assessments before responses were scored by the first author using an answer key. Thus, the rater was blind to the condition of the respondents.
AEI Program Evaluation Report Rubric. Baseline ratings of program services were established on the peer-coached districts (n = 30) and a representative sample of districts participating in the larger AEI study (n = 74) using the Program Evaluation Report Rubric developed by the project personnel. The Rubric provides qualitative ratings of gifted programs and services across 10 dimensions identified in the Arkansas Department of Education Program Application for Program Approval for Gifted and Talented Education. Previously, Robinson et al. (2005) reported a 98% agreement between two raters when using the Rubric for the larger AEI study. In the current study, a 99% agreement was established between raters. The 2002-2003 annual reports of the peercoached participants and the AEI representative sample were scored by two raters trained to use the Rubric and blind to the condition of the gifted program administrator submitting the annual report. At the conclusion of the peer-coaching intervention, the 2005-2006 annual reports were scored again by the same two raters to determine the effects of peer-coaching educators' ability to transfer best practices in evaluation to their gifted program reports. For comparison purposes, an overall analysis was made between the experimental, peercoached group and the AEI representative sample.
NAGC Standards ratings. The NAGC Standards were used to assess gifted program administrators' knowledge of best practices in programming for high ability learners. The NAGC Standards addressed seven areas: (a) Curriculum and Instruction, (b) Program Administration and Management, (c) Program Design, (d) Program Evaluation, (e) Socio-Emotional Guidance and Counseling, (f) Professional Development, and (g) Student Identification. Each standard lists a minimum (i.e., satisfactory) and exemplary expectation. Collaboratively, the investigator and each peer-coached participant assessed the degree (minimum, exemplary, or not met) to which the program aligned with each standard. Using a pre-post design, the investigator and the participants' ratings were repeated after peer coaching to assess the effect on administrators' knowledge of and progress on the NAGC Standards.
Identification of diverse populations. To address Research Question 2, numbers of students participating in gifted programs disaggregated by ethnicity and income level were collected from annual reports to the Arkansas Department of Education. The student demographic section of the reports was analyzed to determine if the identification of traditionally underrepresented groups increased in frequency as a result of participation in peer coaching. These reports included raw numerical data from the experimental and control groups before and after peer coaching.
Practitioners' concerns. To address Research Question 3, the Change Facilitator Stages of Concern Questionnaire (CFSoCQ) was administered (Hall, Newlove, George, Rutherford, & Hord, 1991) . The CFSoCQ is a 35-item questionnaire assessing seven stages of concern about implementing an innovation, in this case, conducting a local evaluation of a gifted program. The seven stages of concern addressed by the CFSoCQ were (a) Awareness, (b) Information, (c) Personal, (d) Management, (e) Consequence, (f) Collaboration, and (g) Refocusing.
The seven stages were defined as follows:
1. Stage 0-Awareness: Change facilitation in relation to the innovation is not an area of intense concern. The person's attention is elsewhere. 2. Stage 1-Informational: There is interest in learning more about the innovation. The concern is not self-oriented or necessarily change facilitation oriented. The focus is on the need/desire to know more about the innovation and its characteristics, use, and effects.
3. Stage 2-Personal: Uncertainty about one's ability and role in facilitating use of the innovation is indicated. Doubts about one's adequacy to be an effective change facilitator and questions about institutional support and rewards for doing the job are included. Lack of confidence in oneself or in the support to be received from superiors, nonusers, and users are a part of this stage. 4. Stage 3-Management: The time logistics, available resources, and energy involved in facilitating others in the use of the innovation are the focus. Attention is on the "how to do its" of change facilitation, decreasing the difficulty of managing the change process, and the potential of overloading staff. 5. Stage 4-Consequence: Attention is on improving one's own style of change facilitation and increasing positive innovation effects. Increasing the effectiveness of users and analyzing the effects on clients are the focuses. Expanding his or her facility and style for facilitating change is also the focus. 6. Stage 5-Collaboration: Coordinating with other change facilitators and/or administrators to increase one's capacity in facilitating use of the innovation is the focus. Improving coordination and communication for increased effectiveness of the innovation are the focuses. Issues related to involving other leaders in support of the innovation for increased impact are indicated. 7. Stage 6-Refocusing: Ideas about alternatives to the innovation are a focus. Thoughts and opinions oriented toward increasing benefits to clients are based on substantive questions about the maximum effectiveness of the present innovative thrust. Thought is being given to alternative forms or possible replacement of the innovation (Hall et al., 1991, p. 17) .
To assess the effect of peer coaching on program administrators' concerns related to implementing or redesigning program evaluation, the CFSoCQ was administered to both the experimental and control groups before and after peer coaching. The participants rated the degree of their concerns related to each stage on an 8-point Likert-type scale ranging from 0 to 7, with a possible total of 35 points per stage. The scale is ordinal with a higher stage score indicating greater concerns among participants at that particular stage (Hall, George, & Rutherford, 1986) .
Reliability of CFSoCQ covariates. In terms of the internal consistency reliability for the sample in this study, a Cronbach alpha was calculated to analyze and produce a corrected item-total correlation coefficient. The statistical test yielded the following alpha coefficients: . 64, .77, .71, .80, .58, .84, and .63 for Stages 0 to 6, respectively. Because .80 or greater is often considered an adequate index of reliability, these results indicated that for this sample the internal consistency modestly measured the reported characteristics of the subscales.
Results and Conclusions Effects on Evaluation Knowledge and Skills/ Content Assessment
Using administrators' pretest content assessment scores as the covariate, an analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) was conducted to measure the effect of peer coaching on administrators' program evaluation knowledge as reflected in the institute content assessment. Before peer coaching, there was no statistically significant difference in mean scores, F(1, 145) = 1.79, p > .05, η p 2 = .01. This result is an indication that randomization in both selection and assignment to condition resulted in equivalent groups. After peer coaching, there was a statistically significant difference in the mean scores, F(1, 145) = 8.91, p < .01, η p 2 = .06. The experimental group demonstrated greater knowledge of program evaluation (M = 21.53, SD = 4.79) than the control group (M = 18.89, SD = 6.46). In addition to the overall test of mean differences, comparisons on the content assessments resulted in statistically significant differences on three items. When compared with educators who did not participate in peer coaching, the experimental group was better able to define evaluation, develop goals and outcomes for their programs, and link evaluation questions to the NAGC Standards. Table 1 summarizes these findings.
Effects on Evaluation Knowledge and Skills/Annual Reports
For comparison purposes, an analysis was made between the peer-coached experimental group and the AEI representative sample. An independent t test for equality of means was conducted to test for overall effects of the treatment. Results indicated that there were no statistically significant differences between the peer-coached experimental group and the AEI representative sample after the peer-coaching intervention, t(102) = 0.72, p > .05, indicating that coaching did not have an overall effect on administrators' ability to transfer best practices in evaluation to their annual program report. Descriptively, however, peer-coached participants improved reporting on their annual report in all dimensions. Table 2 summarizes the descriptive statistics for the annual reports of districts whose gifted program administrators participated in peer coaching.
Because specific dimensions such as Diversity were being scrutinized, follow-up tests were warranted regardless of the statistically nonsignificant result of the overall effect of the peer-coaching intervention on annual reports. A one-way repeated measures analysis of variance was used to test for further effects. A statistically significant difference between the experimental group and the AEI representative sample was found for the Diversity dimension, F(1, 102) = 7.67, p < .01, d = .07. These results indicated that peer coaching positively affected gifted program Note. E = experimental group; C = control group; n a = 29; n b = 49; NAGC = National Association for Gifted Children. *p < .05. **p < .01.
administrators' reporting of equitable access to program services and to other issues related to identification practices and policies.
Effects on Evaluation Knowledge and Skills and NAGC Standards Ratings
To investigate the effects of the peer-coaching intervention on NAGC Standards ratings, a doubly multivariate design was used because the same participants were measured on multiple dependent variables across multiple points in time (Stevens, 2002) . The experimental group was measured on seven standards criteria on two occasions (before and after the intervention). The omnibus F test indicated that peer coaching affected the overall movement across levels (not met, minimum, exemplary) for each of the seven NAGC Standards, Stevens (2002, p. 197) , a partial η 2 of .01 should be interpreted as small, .06 as medium, and .14 as large. The lack of statistical significance for the Socio-Emotional Guidance and Counseling standard and subsequent informal interview data collected from participants confirmed that minimal counseling services for gifted students were available in these districts. 
Effects on Identification of Underrepresented Groups
To determine if identification of traditionally underrepresented groups increased as a result of participation in peer coaching, a demographic analysis of identified students was conducted before and after the intervention. The data collected for this analysis were treated as "gain" scores and regarded as ordinal rather than nominal data. Assigning the experimental and control group demographic data on ethnicity and low income as the covariate, an ANCOVA was used to test for overall effects. The overall effect was not statistically significant, F(1, 96) = 1.75, p > .05, η p 2 = .02, indicating that the intervention did not affect identification and placement; however, the referral rate of culturally diverse and low-income students nearly doubled. Results from this analysis as well as follow-up interviews with peer-coached participants suggested that changing program demographics is a complex task requiring more than a single year to show effects. Table 4 summarizes the demographic analysis.
Effects on Practitioners' Concerns About Program Evaluation
Effects. Both the experimental and control groups were measured on seven stages of concerns across three occasions (before the fall institute, after the spring institute, and after Note. n = 30; the scores on each of the 10 dimensions ranged from 0 to 5, a total of 6 levels. the experimental group received the peer-coaching intervention). Again, a doubly multivariate design was used (Stevens, 2002) . The omnibus F test indicated that peer coaching did not affect the overall response to the CFSoCQ, F(7, 61) = 0.54, p = .79, η p 2 = .06. However, the interaction of time and peer coaching proved to be statistically significant, F(14, 54) = 2.34, p = .01, η p 2 = .37. Univariate test results indicated that the interaction was because of Stage 0 (Awareness), Stage 1 (Informational), and Stage 5 (Collaboration). Table 5 presents the Stages of Concern results of the univariate test by interaction of time and peer coaching. Table 6 highlights that over time, those who received the peer-coaching intervention were significantly less distracted and more focused on implementing program evaluation (Stage 0) and had a decreased need to know more about implementing program evaluations (Stage 1). In addition, peer-coached participants had significantly increased concerns about collaborating with others in the implementation of program evaluations (Stage 5). It is likely that by participating in the collaborative environment of peer coaching, the experimental group had a greater understanding of the challenges and "issues related to involving others in support of the innovation [program evaluation]" (Hall et al., 1991, p. 17) .
According to Hall et al. (1991) , the highest mean scores should occur in Stages 0, 1, and 2, with the lowest occurring in Stages 4, 5, and 6, yet this pattern was not always the case in the present study. The higher the mean score, the more intense the concern about a particular stage. Both groups had received equivalent treatment at the time of the first and second administration of the CFSoCQ. It was not until the third administration of the CFSoCQ that effects due to peer coaching were evident and indicated a shift in concerns. Mean scores across time are presented in Table 6 .
Discussion
Through peer coaching, gifted program administrators can increase their knowledge of and skills in program evaluation. Key skills such as developing evaluation questions, knowing which data to collect in order to answer these questions, and communicating the evaluation results in an annual report are complex achievements. Peer coaching can increase these target skills. Given the importance of evaluation as a means of improving services to gifted learners, the increased knowledge and skills of gifted program administrators and their readiness to act are steps toward the development of stronger programs for high-ability learners.
As a result of participating in peer coaching, administrators' evaluation content knowledge increased. This finding is consistent with related research that focused on the effects of peer coaching on various forms of program evaluations (J. W. Little, Galagaran, & O'Neal, 1984; Robbins & Wolfe, 1987; Stallings & Krasavage, 1986) . Peer-coached program administrators were better able to define program evaluation, state goals and outcomes for their programs, and develop questions related to the NAGC Standards.
Peer coaching also improved administrators' knowledge of best practices in programming for high-ability learners and increased program administrators' progress toward meeting the NAGC Standards. This finding is consistent with related peer-coaching literature focused on general education best practices (Gersten, Morvant, & Brengelman, 1995; Hasbrouck, 1997; Hudson, Miller, Salzberg, & Morgan, 1994; Kohler, Ezell, & Paluselli, 1999; Pugach & Johnson, 1995) . In addition, peer-coached program administrators were less distracted and more focused on implementing program evaluation and had decreased concerns about implementing an evaluation. After peer coaching, gifted program administrators reported a lowered concern for gaining more information. We interpreted this finding to mean that peer-coached participants received sufficient knowledge and support through the intervention to reduce their need to know more about designing and conducting a local program evaluation. Over time, peer-coached participants had increased concerns about collaborating with others in implementing program evaluations. These concerns are most likely because of a greater understanding of the challenges related to involving others in the program evaluation process.
When examining the effects of peer coaching, access for culturally diverse and/or low-income learners to program services did not appear to increase at the district level; however, peer coaching did positively affect referral rate, administrators' reporting of access to program services, and other issues related to delivering services to culturally diverse students (e.g., identification practices and policies). These findings are a step in the right direction and can be interpreted to mean that peer-coached administrators have improved awareness of the persistent problem of underrepresentation of culturally diverse and low-income learners in gifted programs and services. The lack of statistically significant results also indicates the need for extended peer-coaching services and more intensive supports for changes in policy development and implementation relative to diversity. A peer-coaching intervention longer than 1 year in duration may improve outcomes and increase access to gifted program services for culturally diverse and low-income learners.
Limitations and Future Research
The first author was involved in the study as both researcher and peer coach; thus, the dual role could have produced Hawthorne Effects. To minimize them, the study used three different program evaluation assessments as well as a structured coaching tool to capture treatment effects.
Rating the progress toward meeting the NAGC Standards was based on the consensus view of the peer coach and program administrator. A moderate amount of evidence was provided by the gifted program administrator to document program services. Thus, this study could be tapping perceptions of the participants rather than changes in practice. With programs for high ability learners under threat of budget cuts, local evaluations provide an opportunity to improve services and to engage stakeholders. Future studies of the evaluation knowledge and skills of gifted program administrators should investigate the linkages between administrator evaluation knowledge and skills and the application of them to local evaluation practices.
In addition to linking gifted program administrators' knowledge and skills to evaluation practice, studies of the linkage between improved services and student outcomes should also be investigated. In other words, does the consistent application of locally designed and implemented evaluations result in increased student achievement and motivation?
Finally, future studies should investigate varying dosages of peer coaching to determine the intensity and duration of the intervention needed to increase identification and placement of culturally diverse and low-income gifted learners as well as their referral rates. Studies that investigate program entry grade levels for evidence of improved access rather than overall demographic analysis are likely to be more fruitful.
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